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Archaeological evidence indicates that pig domestication had
begun by ∼10,500 y before the present (BP) in the Near East,
and mitochondrial DNA (mtDNA) suggests that pigs arrived in
Europe alongside farmers ∼8,500 y BP. A few thousand years after
the introduction of Near Eastern pigs into Europe, however, their
characteristic mtDNA signature disappeared and was replaced by
haplotypes associated with European wild boars. This turnover
could be accounted for by substantial gene flow from local Euro-
pean wild boars, although it is also possible that European wild
boars were domesticated independently without any genetic con-
tribution from the Near East. To test these hypotheses, we obtained
mtDNA sequences from 2,099 modern and ancient pig samples and
63 nuclear ancient genomes from Near Eastern and European pigs.
Our analyses revealed that European domestic pigs dating from
7,100 to 6,000 y BP possessed both Near Eastern and European
nuclear ancestry, while later pigs possessed no more than 4% Near
Eastern ancestry, indicating that gene flow from European wild
boars resulted in a near-complete disappearance of Near East ances-
try. In addition, we demonstrate that a variant at a locus encoding
black coat color likely originated in the Near East and persisted in
European pigs. Altogether, our results indicate that while pigs were
not independently domesticated in Europe, the vast majority of
human-mediated selection over the past 5,000 y focused on the
genomic fraction derived from the European wild boars, and not
on the fraction that was selected by early Neolithic farmers over
the first 2,500 y of the domestication process.
domestication | evolution | gene flow | Neolithic
The emergence of agricultural societies in the Near East atleast 12,500 y before the present (BP) was followed by the
westward dispersal of farmers into Europe beginning ∼8,500 y
BP (1–4). This Neolithic expansion was characterized by the
human-mediated dispersal of domesticated plants and animals,
including cereals, pulses, sheep, goats, cattle, and pigs, all of
which were derived from wild species indigenous to the Near
East and Anatolia (5, 6). Given that the wild progenitors of
modern domestic sheep and goats were never present in Europe,
the presence of their remains in European archaeological sites
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almost certainly represents populations originally domesticated
in Anatolia and the Near East. In the case of cattle and pigs,
however, the widespread distribution of their wild progenitors
across most of Eurasia complicates the classification of archae-
ological specimens as wild or domestic, and leaves open the
possibility that these taxa were also independently domesticated
in Europe. Consequently, the relative contribution of European
wild boars populations to the gene pools of domestics introduced
from the Near East remains contentious (7).
Traditional methods for distinguishing between wild and do-
mestic pigs rely primarily on archaeological context and size dif-
ferences (8) or are based on demographic profiling (9, 10). More
recent methods have relied on the analysis of dental shape varia-
tion using geometric morphometrics (11, 12) and stable isotopes
(13). Morphological analyses of archeological pig remains have
indicated that the first domestic pigs introduced from the Near
East were substantially smaller than European wild boars, some-
thing most clearly visible in tooth size (e.g., ref. 14). Dental de-
velopment is generally unaffected by nutrition until extreme
starvation approaches (15), and tooth size is slow to change. For
example, Australian feral pigs whose ancestors have been living
outside of anthropogenic contexts for as long as 2 centuries still
possess the small tooth sizes of their domestic ancestors, even
though their body size has substantially enlarged (16). In Europe,
the earliest domesticated pigs (identified using tooth size) have
been recovered from archaeological contexts associated with the
earliest Neolithic farmers by ∼8,000 y BP (e.g., ref. 14), and these
tooth size differences persist from prehistory to the present day (8,
17). Thus, the archaeological evidence implies that none of the Sus
scrofa present in Europe before the arrival of Near Eastern farmers
can be classified as domestic, indicating that European hunter-
gatherers did not independently domesticate local wild boars.
Although the phenotype associated with Near Eastern domestic
pigs does not appear to vary considerably following their in-
troduction to Europe (18–20), there is substantial discontinuity
with respect to their maternal (mitochondrial DNA [mtDNA])
ancestry. Ancient mtDNA analysis has shown that pigs of Near
Eastern maternal ancestry occurred as far west as the Paris Basin
(∼6,000 y BP) among early Neolithic European domestic pigs
(21). By 5,900 y BP, however, these Near Eastern genetic signa-
tures had been replaced by those of European wild boars (21), and
it is possible that the Near Eastern ancestry also vanished from the
nuclear genome of modern domestic pigs. A recent analysis of
∼37,000 single-nucleotide polymorphisms (SNPs) typed in modern
pigs (22) was consistent with this hypothesis, but this study was
likely underpowered due to ascertainment biases and a lack of
ancient Near Eastern domestic and wild reference populations.
One possible mechanism to account for the apparent disconti-
nuity between genotype and phenotype is gene flow from local
European wild boars into the introduced domestic population.
Domestic pigs have likely always interacted and interbred with
wild populations, and this process has been suggested wherever
domestic animals have arrived (e.g., ref. 23). Genetic introgression
(including the mitochondrial genome) from local wild boars into
the introduced domestic population potentially involved wild fe-
males being captured [perhaps as piglets during hunting as in
modern New Guinea (24, 25)] and kept in farming settlements.
Were these females allowed to reach sexual maturity and breed
with male domestics, the offspring would possess mtDNA (and
some nuclear ancestry) associated with local wild boars. Although
perhaps initiated as an accident, if the offspring of the wild-caught
females were perceived to possess superior traits, the acquisition
of wild female piglets may have become a regular practice.
If this admixture was limited (at least initially), and the gene
flow from wild boars did not substantially affect the phenotype of
the domestic population, it is possible that modern domestic pigs
retain a sufficient, yet undetected, fraction of Near Eastern an-
cestry that underlies domestic traits (26). This scenario of con-
tinuous gene flow with European wild boars predicts a gradual
and incomplete genomic replacement. If pig domestication was a
completely independent process, European pigs would derive
exclusively from European wild boars, resulting in a sharp dis-
continuity of Near Eastern ancestry.
Here, we assessed whether modern domestic pig genomes
retain a Near Eastern component that is essential for main-
taining their domestic characteristics, and characterized the ex-
tent, speed, and mechanisms by which pigs acquired European
wild boars ancestry. To do so, we obtained mitochondrial (in-
cluding PCR data [n = 230] and next-generation sequencing
(NGS) data [n = 327]) and nuclear data, including 2 high-
coverage (>10-fold), 7 medium-coverage (1- to 10-fold), and
54 low-coverage (<1-fold) genomes from an assessment of >500
archeological pig remains (Dataset S1). Our dataset (including
publicly available sequences) spans the past 14,000 y and in-
cludes a total of 2,099 samples from the Near East and Europe,
including samples from contexts that precede and follow the
origins of pig domestication.
Results and Discussion
A Neolithic Mitochondrial Turnover. Our mtDNA analysis revealed
2 broad groups: 1 from Western and Eastern Europe, including
mt-Italian, mt-A, mt-C, and mt-Y2 haplogroups (Fig. 1A and SI
Appendix, Figs. S7 and S8), and 1 from the Near East, including
haplogroups mt-Y1 and mt-ArmT (Fig. 1A and SI Appendix,
Figs. S7 and S8). These results substantiate previous findings that
mt-Y1 and mt-ArmT are indigenous to the Near East, although
mt-Y2, previously thought to be found exclusively in the Near
East (21), also appears to be present in wild boars from the
Balkans and northeast Italy (19, 27) (SI Appendix). In addition,
the mt-Y1 signature, originally restricted to the Near East (Fig.
1A), was not only identified in early Neolithic contexts in the
Near East and Europe but was also found in pigs that (based on
context and traditional biometrical analysis) were assigned a
domestic status (21, 28) (SI Appendix).
Altogether, this confirms that Near Eastern farmers brought
domestic pigs possessing an mt-Y1 signature into Europe during
the Neolithic expansion (21, 28). Our analysis of mtDNA data
from 2,099 samples (557 newly generated data), including 1,318
ancient samples (262 of wild boars, 592 of domestic pigs, and 464
of unknown status) and 781 modern samples (467 of wild boars
and 314 of domestic pigs), demonstrates that the first appearance
of the mt-Y1 haplotype in our continental European dataset was
∼8,000 y ago in Neolithic Bulgarian pigs (Kovacˇevo: Kov18,
Kov21), and its terminal appearance in a Neolithic context was
∼5,100 y ago in a Polish sample (AA134, _Zegotki 2).
The few pigs possessing an mt-Y1 signature from post-Neolithic
contexts were found mostly on islands beyond mainland Europe in
southwestern Greece (4,350 to 3,250 y BP: MM495, MM486,
MM303), in Crete (3,100 y BP), in Sardinia (∼3,750 y BP) (29), near
Naples (∼800 y BP: VM_CM01, VM_CM02, VM_CM03), and in
Corsica (modern noncommercial pigs) (21), as well as in Tuscany
(∼800 y BP: VM_TM01) (Fig. 1 and SI Appendix). The persistence of
the mt-Y1 signature within pigs on islands mimics the patterns seen in
isolated island populations of both sheep and humans. For instance,
sheep in Orkney and St. Kilda (30), and human populations in
Sardinia (31), were not subjected to significant introgression
from later migratory waves and, instead, possess a larger pro-
portion of Anatolian/Near Eastern ancestry relative to their
mainland counterparts.
Gene Flow and a Corresponding Near-Complete Nuclear Turnover.
While these data confirm the existence of a complete turnover of
mtDNA, this marker does not provide sufficient power to assess
whether the turnover was the result of introgression with local
female wild boars or the result of an indigenous domestication
process (28). To address this issue, we sequenced 2 high-coverage, 7
medium-coverage, and 54 low-coverage ancient genomes spanning
over 9,000 y. A neighbor-joining phylogenetic reconstruction of
modern and ancient wild boars nuclear data reflects the distinct
geographic partitioning of mtDNA data in western Eurasia (32).
More specifically, distinct ancestries are present within ancient
European and Near Eastern wild boars remains that predate
17232 | www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1901169116 Frantz et al.
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domestication (Fig. 2A and SI Appendix, Fig. S10). AnADMIXTURE
analysis of 38 wild boars nuclear genomes, including an ancient
wild boars from As¸ıklı Höyük (∼10,000 y BP, Turkey) reveals that
modern wild individuals from Greece possess 33 to 38% Near
Eastern nuclear ancestry, while those from Italy possess only 6 to
10% (Fig. 2A). The decreasing proportion of Near Eastern an-
cestry among wild boars from Greece to Italy most likely reflects
admixture between wild populations from Anatolia into Greece
and then into Italy (SI Appendix, Fig. S12). It is also possible,
however, that a portion of the Anatolian ancestry found in Italian
wild boars is the result of admixture from domestic pigs derived
from the Near East into wild populations, instances of which have
previously been shown to have occurred in northern Germany (33).
Additional ADMIXTURE analyses, including 111 genomes,
clearly demonstrate that most modern domestic pigs (77 of 85) do
not possess significant levels of Near Eastern ancestry (SI Appendix,
Figs. S15 and S16). In fact, when modern European domestic pigs
are treated as a single population, our haplotype-based analyses
[GLOBETROTTER (34)] indicate that their overall Near Eastern
ancestry is only ∼4% (SI Appendix), and most of this Near Eastern
signal is derived from a few modern breeds from Italy, Hungary,
and Spain that possessed 1.7 to 6.4% Near Eastern nuclear ancestry
(Fig. 2B). Interestingly, the majority of these breeds occur in regions
of Europe where modern wild boar possess, on average, higher
levels of Near Eastern ancestry (6 to 33%; Fig. 2 A and B), and, as
opposed to many other European populations, these breeds were
not mixed with Chinese pigs during breed improvement programs
during the 19th century (35, 36) (SI Appendix, Figs. S15 and S16). It
is therefore likely that the limited Near Eastern ancestral compo-
nent detected in these samples was acquired through gene flow with
local wild boars (in Italy or the Balkans), and maintained as a result
of a lack of admixture with introduced Chinese pigs.
A B
C D
Total frequency 
(n=336)
Total frequency 
(n=332)
Total frequency 
(n=281)
Modern and ancient wild boar Domestic pigs 8,000 BP to 5,100 BP
Domestic pigs 5,099 BP to 180 BP Modern domestic pigs
Fig. 1. (A) Map representing the distribution of East Asian (blue), Near Eastern (including haplogroups mt-Y1 and mt-ArmT; yellow), European (including
haplogroups mt-Italian, mt-A, mt-C, andmt-Y2; red), and Y2 (purple) haplogroups in wild boars. Black dots represent the locations of 696modern and ancient wild boar.
Haplogroup assignments were used to interpolate the underlying color distribution, which demonstrates the biogeographical boundaries of these 3 general hap-
logroups. (B) Large pie chart in the upper right corner of themap represents overall frequencies of these haplogroups in domestic pigs. Small pie charts on themap show
the frequencies at various archeological sites/locations between 8,000 y BP and 5,100 y BP (B), between 5,099 and 180 y BP [before the Industrial Revolution and the
introduction of Asian pigs in Europe (35) (C), and inmodern pigs (D)]. A few samples from our datasets have been excluded from these plots; more details are provided in
SI Appendix, Figs. S6 and S7.
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We further assessed the degree of Near Eastern ancestry in ar-
chaeological pigs. Our ADMIXTURE analysis indicates that
Bronze Age domestic pigs from western Iran (∼4,300 y BP: AA363)
and Armenia (∼3,500 y BP: AA119) did not possess any European
ancestry, and were exclusively derived from ancient Near Eastern
wild boar (SI Appendix, Figs. S15 and S16). In Europe, 4 ancient
high/medium-coverage domestic pigs did possess Near Eastern
nuclear ancestry (Fig. 2B). Specifically, 2 early Neolithic samples
from Herxheim, Germany (∼7,100 y BP: KD033, KD037) possessed
∼54% and ∼9% Near Eastern ancestry, respectively; a domestic pig
from la Baume d’Oulen, France (∼7,100 y BP: AA288) possessed
15%; a Late Neolithic sample from Durrington Walls in Britain
(∼4,500 y BP: VEM185) possessed ∼10%; and a 1,000-y-old Viking
Age sample from the Faroe Islands (AA451) possessed only 5%. Of
these, only the Herxheim sample (KD033), with ∼54%Near Eastern
ancestry, possessed the Near Eastern mt-Y1 haplotype (Dataset S1),
and also had substantially more Near Eastern ancestry than any of
the ancient or modern European wild boar (Fig. 2B). This is sup-
ported by outgroup f3-statistics analysis, which indicates that KD033
shares more drift with Near Eastern wild boar than any other an-
cient or modern pig genome (SI Appendix, Fig. S17), as well as
significant D-statistics of the form D (outgroup, Near Eastern wild
boar; European wild boar: KD033) (Z << 3; SI Appendix, Fig. S18).
These results indicate that European wild boars were being in-
corporated into domestic populations relatively soon after the latter
were introduced from the Near East.
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17234 | www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1901169116 Frantz et al.
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
at
 U
ni
ve
rs
ity
 o
f A
be
rd
ee
n 
on
 J
an
ua
ry
 1
5,
 2
02
0 
To obtain a more precise temporal and geographic resolution
of the disappearance of Near Eastern genomic signatures in
Europe, we performed additional analyses of 54 low-coverage
ancient genomes (<1-fold) that possessed sufficient data (>5,000
SNPs covered from a panel of ∼12 million SNPs; SI Appendix) to
be confidently projected onto a principal component analysis
(PCA) alongside both modern and (high- and medium-coverage)
ancient genomes. We analyzed these data together with those of
Asian wild and domestic pigs. In this analysis, principal compo-
nent 1 (PC1) separated European and Asian pigs, while PC2
separated Near Eastern and European pigs (SI Appendix, Fig.
S14). After removing Asian pigs, PC1 separated modern Euro-
pean domestic pigs from all other samples, while PC2 separated
European from Near Eastern pigs (Fig. 2C). The separation
between European domestic pigs and all other samples on PC1 is
most likely the result of admixture between Asian and European
breeds following breed improvement programs in the 19th cen-
tury (35, 36) (SI Appendix, Figs. S15 and S16).
The PCA revealed 2 groups of ancient European pigs (including
25 previously identified as domestic using a combination of
morphometric and contextual data and 10 with unknown status)
(Fig. 2C). The first group consisted of 8 domestic pigs that are
closer to Near Eastern wild boars and ancient Near Eastern do-
mestic pigs (Fig. 2C). In all, this group comprised Neolithic pigs
from contexts dating from 7,650 to 6,100 y BP, including the fol-
lowing: Madzhari, Northern Macedonia (∼7,650 y BP: BLT022,
BLT023); Herxheim, Germany (7,100 y BP: KD033, KD032);
Ma˘gura, Romania (7,100 y BP: BLT010); Plocˇnik, Serbia (∼6,650
y BP: AA212); Vincˇa Belo Brdo, Serbia (∼6,500 y BP: BLT014);
and Ca˘scioarele, Romania (∼6,000 y BP: AA072). Interestingly, 7
of these samples also possessed the Near Eastern mt-Y1 hap-
logroup (AA212 is unknown) (Dataset S1). We also identified 3
samples from Buran-Kaya, Crimea (∼7,000 y BP: AA380, AA480,
AA483) that also cluster close to Near Eastern wild boars, al-
though they each possess the mt-Y2 haplotype and so are thought
to be local wild boars (Dataset S1).
The second group of ancient European samples was closer to wild
and modern domestic pigs from Europe and included samples that
are mostly younger in age than the first group. This second group
consisted of 18 domestic samples from overall more recent archae-
ological sites dating from 7,100 to 900 y BP, including the following:
Herxheim, Germany (7,100 y BP: KD037); Oulens, France (∼7,100 y
BP: AA288); Bozdia, Poland (∼6,700 y BP: AA346; ∼900 y BP:
AA343, AA341); Durrington Walls, England (∼4,500 y BP:
VEM183, VEM184, VEM185); Utrecht, The Netherlands (∼2,300 y
BP: KD025; ∼700 y BP: KD024); Basel, Switzerland (∼2,000 y BP:
AA266); Coppergate, England (∼1,800 y BP: AA301); Undir Jun-
kariusfløtti, Faroe Islands (∼1,000 y BP: AA451, AA411, AA414,
AA418, AA440); and Ciechrz, Poland (∼900 y BP: AA139). This
group also comprised 7 ancient samples that could not be identified
as either wild or domestic, including the following: la Grotte du Taï,
France (∼7,100 y BP: AA294); Santa Maria in Selva, Italy (Late
Neolithic: AA629); and El Portalón, Spain (∼5,400 y BP: AA513;
∼4,500 y BP: AA507; ∼3,600 y BP: AA512, AA511;∼900 y BP:
AA513). Lastly, 2 ancient wild boars, 1 from Birsmatten-Basisgrotte,
Switzerland (∼7,700 y BP: AA241) and 1 from Siniarzewo, Poland
(∼2,900 y BP: LG507) were also found to fall closer to modern
European wild boars. All of these samples possessed a European
mtDNA signature (Dataset S1).
Collectively, these results reveal a fluctuating temporal pattern
of Near Eastern genomic ancestry in western Eurasian domestic
pigs, and the general trend shows that the samples closer in time
and space to the source of the first Near Eastern pigs possessed a
greater proportion of Near Eastern ancestry. In mainland Europe,
domestic pigs from Neolithic sites situated around the Styrmon
(e.g., Northern Macedonia), Danube (e.g., Romania), and Rhin
(e.g., Germany) river systems in Germany, Romania, Macedonia,
and Serbia possessed substantially more Near Eastern ancestry
than is present in European wild boar (Fig. 2 B and C). The timing
of the first (∼8,000 y BP) and last (∼5,100 y BP) appearances of
Near Eastern mtDNA signatures in continental Europe [apart
from 4 Italian suids from AD 1800 (37)] is coincident with our
nuclear data, indicating that <3,000 y after domestic pigs were
introduced, their Near Eastern ancestry (at both mitochondrial
and nuclear levels) had all but vanished. The hybrid nature of the
high-coverage genome from the Neolithic Herxheim pig in Ger-
many (7,100 y BP: KD033; Fig. 2B) indicates that this disap-
pearance was most likely gradual, and was the result of gene flow
from European wild boar into the introduced Near Eastern
domestic pig populations.
The Extent of Near Eastern Ancestry in Modern Domestic Pigs. To
assess the threshold above which we could confidently identify
Near Eastern ancestry in our ancient data, we simulated genomes
with predefined Near Eastern ancestry proportions and analyzed
the data using ADMIXTURE (38). We then used a binomial
distribution to compute the probability of successfully detecting
Near Eastern ancestry in 8 of 85 genomes (reflecting our modern
data) (Fig. 2B and SI Appendix, Fig. S19). For admixture val-
ues ≥5%, the probability of observing only 8 genomes with Near
Eastern ancestry is <1% (SI Appendix, Fig. S19A). This indicates
that ADMIXTURE should detect significantly more pigs with
Near Eastern ancestry if the genome of every modern domestic
pig possessed a Near Eastern component ≥5%. Additionally, our
simulations indicate that the GLOBETROTTER (34) analysis can
accurately detect 4% Near Eastern ancestry (SI Appendix, Fig.
S19B), which is less than what is present in modern Italian and
Balkan wild boar. If a degree of Near Eastern ancestry was es-
sential for the maintenance of the domestic phenotype in Europe,
we would therefore predict that the underlying causative variants
are present in no more than ∼4% of the genome.
To further explore this possibility, we investigated whether re-
gions of modern domestic pig genomes reported to be subjected to
positive selection (26) were more closely related to either Near
Eastern or European wild boar. To do so, we first phased modern
and high-coverage ancient genome data using shapeit (39). For
each positively selected region, we computed the nucleotide dis-
tance between every pair of domestic and wild haplotypes. For
each domestic pig haplotype, we computed the normalized differ-
ence between the nucleotide distance of the closest European
haplotype and the closest Near Eastern wild boar haplotype. We
then plotted the mean and SD of this statistic for each sweep re-
gion (SI Appendix). Our results show that a large majority of do-
mestic pig haplotypes within these sweep regions share a closer
genetic affinity to European wild boars than to Near Eastern wild
boar (271 of 298; SI Appendix, Fig. S20). In fact, we did not identify
a single region that was closer to Near Eastern wild boars (SI
Appendix, Fig. S20). This suggests that the majority of human-
mediated selection that took place after the arrival of pigs in
Europe most likely did not target haplotypes of Near Eastern or-
igin. We could not, however, distinguish between European and
Near Eastern ancestry in ∼10 sweep regions. Given the bias toward
modern European wild boar haplotypes in our dataset, it is possible
that our analysis did not possess sufficient power to identify Near
Eastern ancestry in those ∼10 regions. Doing so will require ad-
ditional sequencing of modern and ancient Near Eastern pigs.
The Evolution and Dispersal of Black Coat Color. To further assess the
potential relevance of Near Eastern ancestry to the genetic and
phenotypic makeup of early and modern domestic pigs, we in-
vestigated the Melanocortin 1 Receptor (MC1R) gene. This gene
has been shown to harbor functional mutations (linked to the loss of
camouflage coat color) that are highly correlated with domestic
status (SI Appendix). Our analyses of previously published and novel
modern and ancient MC1R sequence data (269 domestic pigs and
46 wild boar) demonstrate that a specific nonsynonymously derived
mutation [D124N (40)], which is associated with black (or black and
white spotted) coat color in western Eurasian domestic pigs, is al-
most absent in both modern and ancient wild boars from the Near
East and Europe (1 of 92; SI Appendix, Fig. S8). The only wild boar
that possessed 1 copy of the derived allele originated from a pop-
ulation in The Netherlands that is known to have recently interbred
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with domestic pigs (41). By characterizing this SNP in ancient do-
mestic pigs (using NGS and PCR assays; Dataset S1), we identified
64 of 76 animals with at least 1 copy of the derived allele (the
remaining 12 were homozygous for the wild type). Altogether, this
suggests that while the ancestral allele at this locus cannot be used
to unequivocally distinguish wild and domestic pigs, the derived
allele is highly indicative of domestic status.
The earliest pigs that possessed the derived allele were found at
Neolithic Ulucak Höyük in western Anatolia (∼8,650 y BP:
AL1102; ∼8,250 y BP: Ulu48). The earliest European pigs that
possess the derived allele are from Neolithic sites in Bulgaria
(∼7,500 y BP: Cav6, Kov19), Romania (∼7,200 y BP: Uiv10), and
Germany (∼7,100 y BP: KD033, KD037). Further phylogenetic
analysis of the ∼100-kb region surrounding theMC1R gene indicated
that 169 of 174 phased sequences, obtained from high-coverage
modern and ancient domestic pigs that possessed the D124N allele,
clustered in a monophyletic clade (SI Appendix, Fig. S9).
This result suggests that the D124N mutation found in Near
Eastern and European pigs arose just once and was maintained,
despite substantial gene flow with European wild boars. In-
terestingly, the nearest clade to this monophyletic cluster consisted
of 2 haplotypes found in modern wild boar with European an-
cestry (The Netherlands) and Near Eastern ancestry (from Samos
off the Anatolian west coast; SI Appendix, Fig. S9). This finding
indicates that we do not possess the resolution to infer whether the
D124N mutation (now fixed in many domestic breeds) first arose
in the Near East or in Europe. Although we cannot definitively
identify the geographic origin of the D124N mutation using phy-
logenetic analysis, the fact that it occurred in Anatolia before the
arrival of domestic pigs into Europe, and that it likely arose only
once, strongly suggests that this trait originated in Anatolia and
was present in the first pigs that were transported into Europe.
Conclusion
Our results indicate that the Anatolian wild boars domesticated
∼10,500 y ago were the ancestors of domestic pigs that were
transported into Europe ∼8,500 y BP. By the late Neolithic
(5,000 y BP), the Near Eastern genomic proportion of domestic
pigs in Europe had dropped to <50%, and the Near Eastern
fraction is now 0 to 4% in modern European domestic pigs. This
near-complete genomic replacement and gradual disappearance
of Near Eastern ancestry occurred over 3 millennia in continental
Europe and was the result of hybridization between Near Eastern
domestic pigs and European wild boars. This further implies that
European domestic pigs did not originate from an independent
domestication process, but rather from the continuous manage-
ment of herds that were interbred (however intentionally) with
local wild boar. In Mediterranean regions, including Sardinia (42),
Corsica (42), Spain (43), Greece (44), and Roman Italy (45),
swineherd management often allowed for pigs to seasonally range
freely away from human settlements. Combined with other tra-
ditions such as pig transhumance (42), these practices likely of-
fered the opportunity for reciprocal gene flow between wild boar
and managed pigs, although, at least in some regions, a clear size
difference persisted throughout. Our results suggest that these
management strategies may have been practiced in Europe from
the first introduction of pigs in the Neolithic.
The introgression from European wild boars eroded the pro-
portion of Near Eastern ancestry in European pigs to levels that are
potentially below our detection threshold. As predicted by a model
in which European pigs were not independently domesticated, we
found the existence of a genetic variant leading to black coat color
(within the MC1R gene) that was transferred from the Near East
into Europe by early farmers, where it resisted introgression from
wild boar. This finding suggests that other regions of the genome
that govern domestic phenotypes (e.g., smaller size) may also have
retained their Near Eastern ancestry, but our analyses indicate that
these regions make up no more than 4% of the genome. In fact, we
show that the vast majority of human-mediated selection over the
past 5,000 y focused instead on the genomic fraction derived from
the European wild boars, and not on genomic variants that were
selected by Near Eastern Neolithic farmers during the first 2,500 y
of the domestication process.
Previous coalsecent simulations have shown that a genomic re-
placement of this magnitude, as a result of introgression from a local
population into an invading population is expected, so long as the
incoming population is relatively small and strong barriers to in-
terbreeding do not exist (46). The degree to which the Near Eastern
fraction of the earliest domestic pigs in Europe has been erased
from the genome of modern European pigs is unprecedented. De-
spite the fact that introgression has also been shown to be common
(47, 48) between local wild populations and translocated domestic
animals [e.g., cattle (49), horses (50), dogs (51), chickens (52),
goats (5)] and plant species [e.g., grapes (53), apples (54),
maize (55, 56)], pigs are the only species that has experienced a
genomic turnover so substantial that their original ancestry is
barely detectable within modern populations. This suggests that
pigs experienced a significantly smaller degree of reproductive
isolation from their wild European counterparts than did other
dispersing domesticates that encountered closely related wild
species in the regions into which they were introduced [e.g.,
cattle (49), dogs (51)].
Overall, our results suggest that domestication narratives are not
as straightforward as a simple dispersal of fully domesticated plants
and animals out of the area of initial domestication. Instead, do-
mestication is a protracted process, a significant proportion of
which takes place through continual admixture and human-
mediated selection. These perspectives underscore the tempo-
rally dynamic nature of the relationship between humans and
domestic taxa, and our increasing ability to monitor this process by
analyzing ancient genomic data within the context of metrical,
isotopic, and other analyses.
ACKNOWLEDGMENTS. We thank L. Orlando and J. Schraiber for their valuable
comments and R. Redding, A. Dinu, A. Devault, A. Mahforozi, A. Hammon,
A. McMahon, B. Wilkens, C. Commenge, C. Minniti, D. Kennet, D. Mol, D. Binder,
E. Vika, G. Bayle, H.-J. Döhle, I. Dubset, I. Fiore, J. de Grossi Mazzorin, J. Enk,
J. Glimmerveen, J. Courtin, J. L. Arsuaga, J. Lev-Tov, K. Aaris-Sørensen, K. Post,
M. Özdog˘an, M. Özbas¸aran, P. Miracle, R. Portela-Miguez, R. Meadow, S. Davis,
S. Bréhard, S. Hanik, U. Albarella, T. O’Connor, S. Hansen, M. Toderas, P. Bogucki,
D. Lo Vetro, R. Andreescu, P. Mirea, D. Popovici, C. Micu, I. M. Chicideanu,
P. Damian, C. Becker, R. Gleser, S. Hansen, R. Hofmann, R. Krauss, M. Lichardus-Itten,
N. Müller-Scheessel, B. Weninger, and I. Österholm for providing material
and support. We also thank the team working at the site of As¸ıklı Höyük:
M. Özbas¸aran, H. Buitenhuis, N. Munro, N. Pöllath, and M. Stiner. For the Iranian
material, we thank Eberhard Sauer, Jebreil Nokandeh (Iranian Cultural Heritage
Handicraft and Tourism Organization) and European Research Council (ERC) Per-
sia and Neighbours (ERC-2011-ADG_20110406). We also thank the staff of the
Danish National High-Throughput Sequencing Centre for assistance in data gen-
eration. We acknowledge the University of Oxford Advanced Research Comput-
ing facility for providing computing time. L.A.F.F. was supported by theWellcome
Trust (Grant 210119/Z/18/Z) and by Wolfson College (University of Oxford).
L.A.F.F., J.H., A. Linderholm, K.D., and G.L. were supported by the ERC (Grant
ERC-2013-StG-337574-UNDEAD), Natural Environmental Research Council (Grants
NE/K005243/1 and NE/K003259/1), or both. M.T.P.G. was supported by the ERC
(Grant ERC-2015-CoG-681396–Extinction Genomics). D.B., V.E.M., and K.D. were
supported by the ERC (Grant 295729-CodeX). A. Ba˘la˘s¸escu and V. Dumitrascu
(Romanian archaeozoological research) were supported by the Romanian Na-
tional Authority for Scientific Research (Project PN‐III-P4‐ID‐PCE‐2016‐0676) T.M.
was supported by the National Geographic Society, Icelandic Centre for Research
(RANNÍS), and US National Science Foundation (NSF) (Grants 0732327, 1140106,
1119354, 1203823, 1203268, 1202692, 1249313, 0527732, 0638897, 0629500,
0947862, and 1446308). J.P. was supported by the General Directorate of Antiq-
uities in Turkey and the Deutsche Forschungsgemeinschaft (Grant PE 424/10,1-3).
C.V. and J.-M.C. were supported by the Atapuerca Project (CGL2015-65387-C3-2-P
MINECO-FEDER, Ministerio de Economía y Competitividad, Spain), the Junta de
Castilla y León, and the Fundación Atapuerca. L.d.P. was supported by the ERC
(Grant ERC-2013-CoG-614725–PATHPHYLODYN). M.C. was supported by the NSF
(Grants 0732327 and 1202692). M.G. was supported by a grant from the Roma-
nian National Authority for Scientific Research (Project PN-II-RU-TE-2012-3-0461).
V. Dimitrijevic was supported by the Ministry of Culture and Information and the
Ministry of Education and Science of the Republic of Serbia (Project III 47001). B.A.
was supported by the NSF (Grants BCS-0530699 and BCS-1311551), the National
Geographic Society, and the American Research Institute in Turkey. C.D. was
supported by the Fundação para a Ciência e Tecnologia (Grant SFRH/BPD/
108326/2015). A.S. and C.G. were supported by the German Archaeological In-
stitute, Berlin (Research Cluster 1, Project: Genetische Studien zur Zucht- und
Nutzungsgeschichte der ältesten Wirtschaftshaustiere). L.G.-F. was supported by
the British Academy and Leverhulme Trust (Grant SG143331). A.M. was supported
by the National Science Centre, Poland (Grant 2017/25/B/HS3/01242).
17236 | www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1901169116 Frantz et al.
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
at
 U
ni
ve
rs
ity
 o
f A
be
rd
ee
n 
on
 J
an
ua
ry
 1
5,
 2
02
0 
aSchool of Biological and Chemical Sciences, Queen Mary University of London, London E1 4NS, United Kingdom; bThe Palaeogenomics & Bio-Archaeology
Research Network, Research Laboratory for Archaeology and History of Art, University of Oxford, Oxford OX1 3TG, United Kingdom; cDepartment of
Zoology, University of Oxford, Oxford OX1 3SZ, United Kingdom; dPalaeogenetics Group, Institute of Organismic and Molecular Evolution, Johannes
Gutenberg-University Mainz, D-55128 Mainz, Germany; eDepartment of Natural Sciences, German Archaeological Institute, 14195 Berlin, Germany;
fBioArCh, Department of Archaeology, University of York, York YO10 5NG, United Kingdom; gDepartment of Anthropology, Texas A&M University, College
Station, TX 77840; hDepartment of Earth Sciences, Natural History Museum, London SW7 5BD, United Kingdom; iMolecular Population Genetics, Smurfit
Institute of Genetics, Trinity College Dublin, Dublin 2, Ireland; jDepartment of Anthropology, University of Michigan, Ann Arbor, MI 48109; kDepartment of
Materials Science and Engineering, Massachusetts Institute of Technology, Cambridge, MA 02142; lDepartment of Archaeology, Durham University, Durham
DH1 3LE, United Kingdom; mCNRS UMR 7044, Maison interuniversitaire des sciences de l’Homme, F-67083 Strasbourg Cedex, France; nDepartment of
Genetics, Development and Molecular Biology, School of Biology, Aristotle University of Thessaloniki, 54124 Thessaloniki, Greece; oDepartment of
Anthropology, University of North Carolina at Chapel Hill, Chapel Hill, NC 27599; p“Vasile Pa ̂rvan” Institute of Archaeology, Bucharest 010667, Romania;
qOsteoarchaeological Research Laboratory, Department of Archaeology and Classical Studies, Stockholm University, 106 91 Stockholm, Sweden; rLaboratory
of Theriology, Zoological Institute of the Russian Academy of Sciences, St. Petersburg 199034, Russia; sSchool of History, Classics and Archaeology, University
of Edinburgh, Edinburgh EH8 9AG, United Kingdom; tThe Italian Academy for Advanced Studies in America, Columbia University, New York, NY 10027;
uLaboratory for Bioarchaeology, Department of Archaeology, Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade, 11000 Belgrade, Serbia; vInstitute of
Archaeology, University of Groningen, 9712 ER, Groningen, The Netherlands; wLaboratorio de Evolución Humana, Departamento de Historia, Geografía y
Comunicación Universidad de Burgos, Burgos, Spain; xAnimal Breeding and Genomics Center, Wageningen University and Research, 6708 PB Wageningen,
The Netherlands; yOD Earth and History of Life, Royal Belgian Institute of Natural Sciences, 1000 Brussels, Belgium; zCentro de Arqueologia da Universidade
de Lisboa, Faculdade de Letras da Universidade de Lisboa, Alameda da Universidade, 1600-214 Lisboa, Portugal; aaDepartment of Biological and
Geographical Sciences, University of Huddersfield, Huddersfield HD1 3DH, United Kingdom; bbDepartment of Archaeology, Gazi University, Ankara 06500,
Turkey; ccDepartment of Archaeology, Çanakkale Onsekiz Mart University, Çanakkale 17100, Turkey; ddFlanders Heritage Agency, 1000 Brussels, Belgium;
eeDepartment of Biology, University of Naples Federico II, 80126 Napoli, Italy; ffHistory, Archaeology and Museology Department, 1 Decembrie 1918
University, Alba Iulia 510009, Romania; ggDepartment of Archaeology and Classical Studies, Stockholm University, SE-106 91 Stockholm, Sweden;
hhUniversité Côte d’Azur, CNRS, Cultures et Environnement, Préhistoire, Antiquité, Moyen Âge (UMR 7264), 06357 Nice, France; iiCNRS, Archéorient (UMR
5133), Maison de l’Orient et de la Méditerranée, 69007 Lyon, France; jjDepartment of Evolutionary Studies of Biosystems, Graduate University for Advanced
Studies, Hayama, Kanagawa 240-0193, Japan; kkNational Natural History Collections, Faculty of Life Science, The Hebrew University of Jerusalem, Jerusalem
91904, Israel; llDepartment of Archaeology, Classics and Egyptology, University of Liverpool, Liverpool L69 7WZ, United Kingdom; mmUnité Archéozoologie,
Archéobotanique, Sociétés Pratiques et Environnements (AASPE), CNRS, Muséum National d’Histoire Naturelle, 75020 Paris, France; nnSchool of Natural and
Built Environment, Queen’s University Belfast, Belfast BT9 5AG, United Kingdom; ooScientific Center of Zoology and Hydroecology, Institute of Zoology,
Yerevan 0014, Armenia; ppInstitute of Archaeology, Adam Mickiewicz University, 61-712, Poznan´, Poland; qqThe Hellenic Archaeological Research
Foundation, Tivoli House, Cheltenham GL50 2TD, United Kingdom; rrDepartment of Archaeology, University of Reading, Reading RG6 6AB, United
Kingdom; ssLithuanian Institute of History, Vilnius University, LT-01513 Vilnius, Lithuania; ttInstitut für Archäologische Wissenschaften, Goethe University of
Frankfurt, 60323 Frankfurt, Germany; uuInternational Union for Conservation of Nature/Species Survival Commission Wild Pig Specialist Group, 15412
Jakarta, Indonesia; vvCenter of Excellence for Environmental Decisions, University of Queensland, St Lucia, QLD 4072, Australia; wwDurrell Institute of
Conservation and Ecology, School of Anthropology and Conservation, Marlowe Building, University of Kent, Canterbury, Kent CT2 7NR, United Kingdom;
xxAnthropology Department, Hunter College and Graduate Center, City University of New York, New York, NY 10065; yyService de Préhistoire, Université de
Liège, 4000 Liège, Belgium; zzInstitute of Prehistoric Archaeology, Free University of Berlin, 14195 Berlin, Germany; aaaCurt-Engelhorn-Zentrum
Archäometrie, 68159 Mannheim, Germany; bbbEphorate of Paleoanthropology and Speleology, Greek Ministry of Culture, 106 82 Athens, Greece;
cccInstitute of Archaeology, University College London, London WC1H 0PY, United Kingdom; dddDepartment of Evolutionary Anthropology, University of
Vienna, 1090 Vienna, Austria; eeeMuseum of Vojvodina, 21101 Novi Sad, Serbia; fffLaboratoire Évolution & Diversité Biologique-UMR 5174, Université de
Toulouse Midi-Pyrénées, 31062 cedex 9 Toulouse, France; gggDepartment of Archaeology, Simon Fraser University, Burnaby, BC V5A 1S6, Canada; hhhDivision
of Vertebrates, Department of Life Sciences, The Natural History Museum, London SW7 5BD, United Kingdom; iiiDipartimento di Scienze storiche e dei Beni
Culturali, University of Siena, 53100 Siena, Italy; jjjOsteologie, Landesamt für Denkmalpflege im Regierungspräsidium Stuttgart, 73728 Konstanz, Germany;
kkkFaculty of Science and Technology, Bournemouth University, Fern Barrow, Poole, Dorset BH12 5BB, United Kingdom; lllMagdalene College, University of
Cambridge, Cambridge CB3 0AG, United Kingdom; mmmSezione di Bioarcheologia, Museo delle Civiltà, 00144 Roma, Italy; nnnDepartment of Archaeology,
Faculty of Philosophy, University of Belgrade, 11000 Belgrade, Serbia; oooDepartment of Archaeology and History, Faculty of Humanities and Social Sciences,
La Trobe University, Melbourne, MB 167, Australia; pppInstitute of Archaeology of the National Academy of Sciences of Ukraine, 02000 Kiev, Ukraine;
qqqGeneraldirektion Kulturelles Erbe Rheinland-Pfalz, Dir. Landesarchäologie, D–67346 Speyer, Germany; rrrNatural History Museum of Denmark, University
of Copenhagen, DK-1123 Copenhagen, Denmark; sssUniversity Museum, Norwegian University of Science and Technology, 7012 Trondheim, Norway;
tttIntegrative Prehistory and Archaeological Science, University of Basel, 4055 Basel, Switzerland; uuuDepartment of Anthropology, National Museum of
Natural History, Smithsonian Institution, Washington, DC 37012; vvvArchaeoBioCenter and Department of Veterinary Sciences, Institute of Palaeoanatomy,
Domestication and the History of Veterinary Medicine, Ludwig Maximilian University Munich, 80539 Munich, Germany; wwwState Collection for
Anthropology and Palaeoanatomy, Bavarian Natural History Collections, 80333 Munich, Germany; xxxDepartment of Archaeology, School of Geosciences,
University of Aberdeen, St. Mary’s, Aberdeen AB24 3FUK, United Kingdom; yyyInstitut des Sciences de l’Evolution-Montpellier-UMR 5554-CNRS, IRD,
Université de Montpellier, 34090 Montpellier, France; and zzzResearch Centre in Evolutionary Anthropology and Palaeoecology, School of Natural Sciences
and Psychology, Liverpool John Moores University, Liverpool L3 3AF, United Kingdom
1. M. A. Zeder, “Out of the fertile crescent: The dispersal of domestic livestock through Europe
and Africa” in Human Dispersal and Species Movement: From Prehistory to the Present,
N. Boivin, R. Crassard, M. Petraglia, Eds. (Cambridge University Press, 2017), pp. 261–303.
2. Z. Hofmanová et al., Early farmers from across Europe directly descended from
Neolithic Aegeans. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 113, 6886–6891 (2016).
3. J. Conolly et al., Meta-analysis of zooarchaeological data from SW Asia and SE Europe
provides insight into the origins and spread of animal husbandry. J. Archaeol. Sci. 38,
538–545 (2011).
4. J. Peters, A. von den Driesch, D. Helmer, “The Upper Euphrates-Tigris Basin: Cradle of
agro-pastoralism?” in The First Steps of Animal Domestication: New Archaeozoological
Approaches. Proceedings of the Ninth International Council of Archeozoology, J.D. Vigne,
J. Peters, D. Helmer, Eds. (Oxbow Books, Oxford, 2005), pp. 96–123.
5. K. G. Daly et al., Ancient goat genomes reveal mosaic domestication in the Fertile
Crescent. Science 361, 85–88 (2018).
6. S. Colledge, J. Conolly, K. Dobney, K. Manning, S. Shennan, Origins and Spread of
Domestic Animals in Southwest Asia and Europe (Left Coast Press, 2013).
7. L. Frantz et al., The evolution of Suidae. Annu. Rev. Anim. Biosci. 4, 61–85 (2016).
8. P. Rowley-Conwy, U. Albarella, K. Dobney, Distinguishing wild boar from domestic
pigs in prehistory: A review of approaches and recent results. J. World Prehist. 25,
1–44 (2012).
9. X. Lemoine, M. A. Zeder, K. J. Bishop, S. J. Rufolo, A new system for computing
dentition-based age profiles in Sus scrofa. J. Archaeol. Sci. 47, 179–193 (2014).
10. M. A. Zeder, Core questions in domestication research. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A.
112, 3191–3198 (2015).
11. A. Evin et al., The long and winding road: Identifying pig domestication through
molar size and shape. J. Archaeol. Sci. 40, 735–743 (2013).
12. T. Cucchi, A. Hulme-Beaman, J. Yuan, K. Dobney, Early Neolithic pig domestication at
Jiahu, Henan Province, China: Clues from molar shape analyses using geometric
morphometric approaches. J. Archaeol. Sci. 38, 11–22 (2011).
13. M. Balasse, et al., “Wild game or farm animal? Tracking human-pig relationships in
ancient times through stable isotope analysis” in Hybrid Communities Biosocial Ap-
proaches to Domestication and Other Trans-species Relationships, C. Stépanoff, J.-D.
Vigne, Eds. (Routledge Studies in Anthropology, Routledge, Abingdon, Oxon, UK, ed. 1,
2018), pp. 81–96.
14. A. Dinu, A. Boroneant, A. Balasescu, A. Soficaru, D. Miritoiu, Mesolithic and Neolithic
pigs of the northern Balkans: Astragali vs. teeth as markers of domestication. Me-
solithic Miscellany 19, 7–12 (2008).
15. A. Legge, Practice with science: Molar tooth eruption ages in domestic, feral and wild
pigs (Sus scrofa). Int. J. Osteoarchaeol. (2013) https://onlinelibrary.wiley.com/page/
journal/10991212/homepage/News.html. Accessed 25 July 2019.
16. A. J. Legge, “Bone measurements and body weights from some Australian feral pigs”
in Economic Zooarchaeology: Studies in Hunting, Herding and Early Agriculture,
P. Rowley-Conwy, D. Sergeantson, P. Halstead, Eds. (Oxbow Books, Oxford, ed. 1,
2017).
17. S. Payne, G. Bull, Components of variation in measurements of pig bones and teeth,
and the use of measurements to distinguish wild from domestic pig remains.
Archaeozoologia 2, 27–65 (1988).
18. C. Lega, P. Raia, L. Rook, D. Fulgione, Size matters: A comparative analysis of pig
domestication. Holocene 26, 327–332 (2016).
19. A. Evin et al., Unravelling the complexity of domestication: A case study using mor-
phometrics and ancient DNA analyses of archaeological pigs from Romania. Philos.
Trans. R. Soc. Lond. B Biol. Sci. 370, 20130616 (2015).
Frantz et al. PNAS | August 27, 2019 | vol. 116 | no. 35 | 17237
A
N
TH
RO
PO
LO
G
Y
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
at
 U
ni
ve
rs
ity
 o
f A
be
rd
ee
n 
on
 J
an
ua
ry
 1
5,
 2
02
0 
20. A. Evin et al., Phenotype and animal domestication: A study of dental variation be-
tween domestic, wild, captive, hybrid and insular Sus scrofa. BMC Evol. Biol. 15, 6
(2015).
21. G. Larson et al., Ancient DNA, pig domestication, and the spread of the Neolithic into
Europe. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 104, 15276–15281 (2007).
22. A. Manunza et al., A high throughput genotyping approach reveals distinctive au-
tosomal genetic signatures for European and Near Eastern wild boar. PLoS One 8,
e55891 (2013).
23. K. J. Gron, L. Sørensen, Cultural and economic negotiation: A new perspective on the
Neolithic transition of Southern Scandinavia. Antiquity 92, 958–974 (2018).
24. P. Sillitoe, “Pigs in the New Guinea Highlands: An ethnographic example” in Pigs and
Humans: 10,000 Years of Interaction, U. Albarella, K. Dobney, A. Ervynck, Eds. (Oxford
University Press, Oxford, UK, 2007), vol. 10, pp. 330–356.
25. J. Studer, D. Pillonel, “Traditional pig butchery by the Yali people of West Papua (Irian
Jaya): An ethnographic and archaeozoological example” in Pigs and Humans: 10,000
Years of Interaction, U. Albarella, K. Dobney, A. Ervynck, Eds. (Oxford University Press,
Oxford, UK, 2007), pp. 308–329.
26. L. A. F. Frantz et al., Evidence of long-term gene flow and selection during domes-
tication from analyses of Eurasian wild and domestic pig genomes. Nat. Genet. 47,
1141–1148 (2015).
27. S. Vai et al., The Biarzo case in northern Italy: Is the temporal dynamic of swine mi-
tochondrial DNA lineages in Europe related to domestication? Sci. Rep. 5, 16514
(2015).
28. C. Ottoni et al., Pig domestication and human-mediated dispersal in western Eurasia
revealed through ancient DNA and geometric morphometrics. Mol. Biol. Evol. 30,
824–832 (2013).
29. C. Lega et al., Like a pig out of water: Seaborne spread of domestic pigs in Southern
Italy and Sardinia during the Bronze and iron ages. Heredity 118, 154–159 (2017).
30. B. Chessa et al., Revealing the history of sheep domestication using retrovirus inte-
grations. Science 324, 532–536 (2009).
31. W. Haak et al., Massive migration from the steppe was a source for Indo-European
languages in Europe. Nature 522, 207–211 (2015).
32. G. Larson et al., Worldwide phylogeography of wild boar reveals multiple centers of
pig domestication. Science 307, 1618–1621 (2005).
33. B. Krause-Kyora et al., Use of domesticated pigs by Mesolithic hunter-gatherers in
northwestern Europe. Nat. Commun. 4, 2348 (2013).
34. G. Hellenthal et al., A genetic atlas of human admixture history. Science 343, 747–751
(2014).
35. S. White, From globalized pig breeds to capitalist pigs: A study in animal cultures and
evolutionary history. Environ. Hist. Durh. N. C. 16, 94–120 (2011).
36. M. Bosse et al., Genomic analysis reveals selection for Asian genes in European pigs
following human-mediated introgression. Nat. Commun. 5, 4392 (2014).
37. V. Maselli et al., Southern Italian wild boar population, hotspot of genetic diversity.
Hystrix It. J. Mammal, 10.4404/hystrix-27.2-1148927 (2016).
38. D. H. Alexander, J. Novembre, K. Lange, Fast model-based estimation of ancestry in
unrelated individuals. Genome Res. 19, 1655–1664 (2009).
39. O. Delaneau, J. Marchini, J.-F. Zagury, A linear complexity phasing method for
thousands of genomes. Nat. Methods 9, 179–181 (2011).
40. M. Fang, G. Larson, H. S. Ribeiro, N. Li, L. Andersson, Contrasting mode of evolution at
a coat color locus in wild and domestic pigs. PLoS Genet. 5, e1000341 (2009).
41. D. J. Goedbloed et al., Genome-wide single nucleotide polymorphism analysis reveals
recent genetic introgression from domestic pigs into Northwest European wild boar
populations. Mol. Ecol. 22, 856–866 (2013).
42. U. Albarella, F. Manconi, A. Trentacoste, “A week on the plateau: Pig husbandry,
mobility and resource exploitation in central Sardinia” in Ethnozooarchaeology. The
Present and Past of Human-Animal Relationships, U. Albarella, A. Trentacoste, Eds.
(Oxbow Books, Oxford, 2011), pp. 143–159.
43. A. Hadjikoumis, “The origins and evolution of pig domestication in prehistoric Spain”
PhD thesis, University of Sheffield, Sheffield, UK (2010). http://etheses.whiterose.ac.uk/
23773/. Accessed 16 May 2019.
44. P. Halstead, V. Isaakidou, “A Pig Fed by Hand is Worth Two in the Bush” in Ethno-
zooarchaeology: The Present and Past of Human-Animal Relationships, U. Albarella,
A. Trentacoste, Eds. (Oxbow Books, Oxford, 2011), pp. 160–174.
45. M. MacKinnon, High on the hog: Linking zooarchaeological, literary, and artistic data
for pig breeds in Roman Italy. Am. J. Archaeol. 105, 649–673 (2001).
46. M. Currat, M. Ruedi, R. J. Petit, L. Excoffier, The hidden side of invasions: Massive
introgression by local genes. Evolution 62, 1908–1920 (2008).
47. G. Larson, J. Burger, A population genetics view of animal domestication. Trends
Genet. 29, 197–205 (2013).
48. L. A. F. Frantz, G. Larson, “A genetic perspective on the domestication continuum” in
Hybrid Communities, C. Stépanoff, J.-D. Vigne, Eds. (Routledge Studies in Anthro-
pology, Routledge, Abingdon, Oxon, UK, ed. 1, 2018), vol. 46, pp 23–37.
49. S. D. E. Park et al., Genome sequencing of the extinct Eurasian wild aurochs, Bos
primigenius, illuminates the phylogeography and evolution of cattle. Genome Biol.
16, 234 (2015).
50. V. Warmuth et al., Reconstructing the origin and spread of horse domestication in the
Eurasian steppe. Proc. Natl. Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 109, 8202–8206 (2012).
51. M. Ní Leathlobhair et al., The evolutionary history of dogs in the Americas. Science
361, 81–85 (2018).
52. J. Eriksson et al., Identification of the yellow skin gene reveals a hybrid origin of the
domestic chicken. PLoS Genet. 4, e1000010 (2008).
53. S. Myles et al., Genetic structure and domestication history of the grape. Proc. Natl.
Acad. Sci. U.S.A. 108, 3530–3535 (2011).
54. A. Cornille et al., New insight into the history of domesticated apple: Secondary
contribution of the European wild apple to the genome of cultivated varieties. PLoS
Genet. 8, e1002703 (2012).
55. L. Kistler et al., Multiproxy evidence highlights a complex evolutionary legacy of
maize in South America. Science 362, 1309–1313 (2018).
56. R. R. da Fonseca et al., The origin and evolution of maize in the Southwestern United
States. Nat. Plants 1, 14003 (2015).
17238 | www.pnas.org/cgi/doi/10.1073/pnas.1901169116 Frantz et al.
D
ow
nl
oa
de
d 
at
 U
ni
ve
rs
ity
 o
f A
be
rd
ee
n 
on
 J
an
ua
ry
 1
5,
 2
02
0 
